INTRODUCTION
Rather than comment in great detail on the specific content of the papers included in this symposium I propose to make some observations on issues of a more general nature arising from the subject matter of the symposium. I will begin by suggesting an explanation for the apparent decline of development economics since its heyday in the 1960s. I will then consider the impact of development economics on the general body of the discipline of economics.
Finally, I will illustrate some of my points with specific reference to the empirical work discussed in Hollis Chenery's contribution. ' My perspective is that of a radical political economist, whose interest in Third World development was first stimulated in the early 1960s by a year spent in India, and whose conversion to a radical outlook was consolidated both by the experience of working on economic planning problems in India and by the political and intellectual camaraderie of colleagues in the Union for Radical Political Economics (URPE) in the United States in the late 1960s. Even in the development field itself, these tendencies are apparent. As a consequence, some of the most interesting work on development issues is now being done not by orthodox economists but by historians, political scientists and sociolo@sts, as well as by radical political economists.
THE DECLINE OF DEVELOPMENT ECONOMICS

COMMENTS ON HOLLIS CHENERY'S ARTICLE
In discussing 'The Interaction Between Theory and Observation in Development Economics', Chenery provides a useful review of the theoretical development and empirical application of neoclassical growth theory. Using this framework many studies have sought to explain the sources of aggregate economic growth, both in rich and in poor economies. Chenery's Figure 1 presents the results of some of the recent studies in a particularly instructive form. As he observes, the typical high-income economy displayed relatively low factor input growth with somewhat higher total factor productivity growth, while the typical middleincome developing economy sho.wed higher factor input growth but somewhat lower total factor productivity growth.
Most interesting was the evidence of high factor input growth combined with exceptionally high total factor productivity growth for a distinct group of outliers:
Hong Kong, Israel, Japan, South Korea, Spain and Taiwan. These countries are all, of course, among the postwar success stories of rapid overall economic growth.
Chenery is rightly sceptical about the ability of standard versions of the neoclassical growth model to capture the 'disequilibrium' effects that are especially likely to influence growth rates in the Third World economies (in this respect he echoes the development economist's critique of neoclassical economic orthodoxy for its typical assumption of market-honed equilibrium).
He reports very favourably on the efforts of G. Feder at the World Bank to go beyond the usual neoclassical variables by including in a comparative study of growth performance (from the early 1960s to the mid-l 970s) such 'disequilibrium' variables as (1) the shift of resources out of the agricultural sector; (2) the rate of growth of exports; and (3) (4), (5) and -in some sectors -(2); Japan was high on (3), (4) andto a degree -(2); South Korea was high on (l), (3), (4) and, in the early postwar years, (5); Spain was high on (1) and -in the Basque area -(2); and Taiwan was high on (l), (3), (4) and, in the early postwar years, (5).
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